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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 4, 6, 7, and 15 are pending in this application. By this Amendment, 
Applicant cancels Claim 1 and amends Claims 4, 6, 7, and 15. 

Claims 1 and 15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
or, in the alternative under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over Kadota et al. (U.S. 
6,946,930). Claims 1 and 15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kadota et al. in view of Campbell et al. (U.S. 6,462,698). Claim 4 
was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kadota et al. in view 
of Yoneda et al. (U.S. 6,271,617). Claim 4 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kadota et al. and Campbell et al. in view of Yoneda et al. 
Claim 6 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kadota et al. 
in view of Oshio (U.S. 2004/01 64645). Claim 6 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) 
as being unpatentable over Kadota et al. and Campbell et al., and further in view of 
Oshio. Claim 7 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kadota et al. in view of Sato et al. (U.S. 4,340,834). Claim 7 was rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kadota et al. and Campbell et al. in view of 
Sato et al. Claim 1 has been canceled, and Claim 6 has been amended to be in 
independent form including all of the features of Claim 1 . Applicant respectfully 
traverses the rejections of Claims 4, 6, 7, and 15. 

Claim 6 has been amended to recite: 

A surface acoustic wave filter comprising: 
a piezoelectric substrate; and 

an input-side IDT electrode and an output-side IDT electrode 
arranged on the piezoelectric substrate so as to be separated from each 
other in the propagation direction of a surface acoustic wave; wherein 

the piezoelectric substrate is a crystal substrate; 

the input-side IDT electrode and the output-side IDT 
electrode each include an electrode layer made of Al or an Al alloy 
defining a major electrode layer, and the electrode film thickness ratio h/A 
is in the range of from about 0.035 to about 0.06, wherein h represents the 
film-thickness of the input-side IDT electrode and the output-side IDT 
electrode, and A represents the wavelength of the surface acoustic wave; 
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at least one of the input-side IDT electrode and the output- 
side IDT electrode is an SPUDT electrode; and 

the crystal substrate is an ST-cut crystal substrate 
having an Euler's angle (0, 6, 0), and the angle 6 is in the range 
represented by 0 = {-3 (h/A)xlOO+134}±1. (emphasis added) 

The Examiner alleged that Kadota et al. and the combination of Kadota et al. and 
Campbell et al. teach all of the features recited in Applicant's Claim 6, except for the 
Euler angles of the substrate. The Examiner further alleged that Oshio teaches a 
substrate having the Euler angles recited in Applicant's Claim 6. Thus, the Examiner 
concluded that it would have been obvious to use the design of Kadota et al. and the 
design of the combination of Kadota et al. and Campbell et al. "with the Euler angles of 
Oshio since with such angles 'it is possible to lower the loss accompanied with the 
propagation ... thereby improving the Q value', as Oshio notes in paragraph 17." 
Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Section 2.1 on page 100 of the attached Fujitsu Scientific & Technical Journal, 
December 1981 specifically discloses that the propagation direction of SH waves on a 
ST-cut quartz is perpendicular to the propagation direction of Rayleigh waves on the 
ST-cut quartz. 

Kadota et al. teaches a surface acoustic wave device which utilizes an SH wave 
on an ST-cut 90° X-propagation quartz substrate with Euler angles (0°, 9, 90°+2°). If, 
as alleged by the Examiner, the substrate of Oshio having Euler angles (0°, 100 to 150°, 
0°) were substituted for the substrate of Kadota et al., then the surface acoustic wave 
device of Kadota et al. would inherently utilize a Rayleigh wave instead of an SH wave 
since the propagation direction (0°) of the substrate of Oshio would be perpendicular to 
the propagation direction (90°+2°) of the substrate of Kadota et al. In other words, the 
Examiner's proposed modification to Kadota et al. would render the surface acoustic 
wave device of Kadota et al. unsatisfactory for it's intended purpose, i.e., to propagate 
SH waves. 

The Examiner is reminded that if the proposed modification would render the 
prior art invention being modified unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, then there is 
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no suggestion or motivation to make the proposed modification. In re Gordon , 733 F.2d 
900, 221 USPQ 1125 (Fed. Cir. 1984) and MPEP § 2143.01 . 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of 
the rejection of Claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kadota et 
al. in view of Oshio, and the rejection of Claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kadota et al. and Campbell et al., and further in view of Oshio. 

The Examiner relied upon Yoneda et al. and Sato et al. to allegedly cure various 
deficiencies of Kadota et al. and Campbell et al. However, neither Yoneda et al. nor 
Sato et al. teaches or suggests the feature of "the crystal substrate is an ST-cut crystal 
substrate having an Euler's angle (0, 9, 0), and the angle 9 is in the range represented 
by 9 = {-3 (h/A)xl00+134}±1" as recited in Claim 6. Thus, Applicant respectfully 
submits that Yoneda et al. and Sato et al. fail to cure the deficiencies of Kadota et al. 
and Campbell et al. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that Kadota et al., Campbell et al., 
Oshio, Yoneda et al., and Sato et al., applied alone or in combination, fail to teach or 
suggest the unique combination and arrangement of elements recited in Applicant's 
Claim 6. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicant respectfully submits 
that Claim 6 is allowable. Claims 4, 7, and 15 depend upon Claim 6, and are therefore 
allowable for at least the reasons that Claim 6 is allowable. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicant respectfully submits 
that this application is in condition for allowance. Favorable consideration and prompt 
allowance are solicited. 

To the extent necessary, Applicant petitions the Commissioner for a Two-Month 
Extension of Time, extending to October 25, 2006, the period for response to the Office 
Action dated May 25, 2006. 
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The Commissioner is authorized to charge any shortage in fees due in 
connection with the filing of this paper, including extension of time fees, to Deposit 
Account No. 50-1353. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: October 19, 2006 



/Christopher A. Bennett #46,710/ 
Attorneys for Applicant(s) 
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